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which fined the Corporation an amount equivalent in English
money to £146,666 and ordered it to pay a further sum of
£33>333 to t*16 foresters. Harvey, with some justification, calls
the case a 'false* one, since its object was not to secure justice.
Furnivall, from a study of British documents, is inclined to
think that there were some grounds for the charge.
The Hlutdaw's decision was published in August 1885, and
was at once reported to the British Cabinet. On 28 August the
British Government asked the Court of Ava to submit the
matter to arbitration. No reply was vouchsafed by Thibaw's
Government until the middle of October, when, still hoping for
French support, it summarily rejected the British proposal.
Thereupon on 30 October the Government of India despatched
a steamer to Mandalay with an ultimatum due to expire on the
evening of 10 November. The Court of Ava sent a blustering
reply, refusing to reopen the case against the Corporation, but
inviting the reappointment of a British Agent. This was taken
as a rejection of the terms and the army was ordered to advance
to Mandalay. Operations began on 14 November, and, after an
almost bloodless campaign, Mandalay was occupied on 28
November and Thibaw surrendered.
It is possible to argue that Burma neither threatened nor was
prepared for war, that the Burmese reply to the British ulti-
matum did not close the door to further negotiations, and that
the British forced on the war because French difficulties in
Tongking and elsewhere presented them with a heaven-sent
opportunity to clinch matters with Burma. But these are really
unimportant questions compared with the real issue. Furnivall
sums the situation up succinctly when he says that the annex-
ation must be regarded as an episode in the rivalry of Britain
and France for supremacy in South-East Asia, "and can
best be justified as removing at an opportune moment a
potential cause of a European war".1 The most significant
statement in the Burmese reply to the British ultimatum was
not its refusal to reopen the Bombay-Burmah Corporation
case, but the challenging assertion that friendly relations with
France, Italy and other states "have been, are being and will
be maintained".
1 Furnivall, J. S., Colonial Policy and Practice, p. 70.

